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RECENT CASES. 431 

This is in direct contradiction to well recognized principles of evidence, 
and can only be explained in light of the modern tendency to admit all evi- 
dence more freely. Wharton on Horn., Sec. 766; Greenlf. on Ev., Sec. 161. 
In the early English case of Rex. v. Reason, 1 Strange 499, it was held that 
even prior and subsequent declarations, made the same day as the written one, 
were inadmissible. 

False Imprisonment — Arrest by Order of State Court After Dis- 
charge in Bankruptcy — Release on Habeas Corpus as Evidence of Un- 
lawful Arrest. — Bennett v. Lewis et al., 66 S. W. 525 (Ky.). — Plaintiff to 
avoid arrest by defendant secured from referee in bankruptcy an order of 
immunity from arrest on all his debts. He was thereafter maliciously arrested 
and imprisoned on a judgment of State court rendered prior to his discharge 
in bankruptcy. Held, arrest not unlawful. Divided court. 

As a discharge in bankruptcy does not release from all debts, plaintiff 
should have pleaded his discharge from the debt in question. The fact that 
his arrest was decided to be illegal by U. S. District Court on habeas corpus 
shows only that he was discharged from custody, and State court might pro- 
ceed with its process until the bankruptcy proceeding was properly pleaded. 

The dissenting judges strongly contend that such arrest was in defiance 
of the Federal court; that it was unnecessary to enumerate the debts from 
which he had been discharged as defendant knew he had been released from 
debt in question. To uphold such an arrest is to disregard judgments of U. S. 
courts in matters within their undoubted jurisdiction. 

Insolvency — Effect of General Assignment. — In re Hayes, 75 N. Y. 
Supp. 312. — A general assignment by a member of the New York Stock 
Exchange does not affect the contractual rights which members of the ex- 
change have in the membership, so that dividends paid them as creditors 
out of the sale of the insolvent member's membership are not to be deducted 
in determining the amount for which they are entitled to dividends out of 
the assigned estate. 

The late case of Merrill v. Bank, 173 U. S. 131, in which three justices 
very emphatically dissented, has left this point of law in an unsatisfactory 
state. In this case the court, following Merrill v. Bank, supra, concludes 
that the claim of the creditor to share in the assets of the debtor and his 
debt against the debtor, are distinct and separate rights. The court has 
ably attempted to reconcile the authorities, and the case should be of value 
in future controversies. 

Joint Causes of Action — Construction of Will. — Hughes et al. v. 
Hughes et al., 63 N. E. 250 (Ind.) .—Held, that an executrix could not join 
in her fiduciary and individual capacity for the purpose of demanding the 
construction of a will. Wiley, J., dissenting. 

The tendency of the law being to discourage multiplicity of suits, such 
joinder has generally been upheld. Thus, it was allowed for the purpose 
of collecting rent in Armstrong v. Hall, 17 How. Prac. 76, and where an exec- 
utor was made defendant in an action for debt, Day v. Stone, 15 Abb. Prac. 
(N. S.) 137. The prevailing opinion is based on the rule that it is not. 
enough that there be a common interest in the cause of action, but that there 
must be a common interest in the relief sought. Martin v. Davis, 82 Ind. 41. 



